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AMERICAN ARBITRATION ASSOCIATION

In Re the Arbirration of ) Case No. 74 Y181 0313 98
)
COVAD COMMUNICATIONS )
COMPANY, Chimant )
)
and ) Interim Qpinion With Respect To
) Cavad’s Telecommunications Act Claims
PACIFIC BELL, Respondant )
)
)

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED ARBITRATORS, having been designated in socordance
with the Arbitration Agreement entered into by the shove-named partias dated April 21,
1997, snd having been duly swom and having duly heqed and examined the submnissions,
proofs md allegations of the Parties, Find and Conclude with respect to Covad’s claims
undez the Telecommunications Act as follows:

JURISDICTION

1. The arbitrators’ jurisdiction is based on the Interconnection Agreemens between
Covad Commnaications Company (“Covad’”) zad Pacific Bell ("Ptc!ﬁc") dated April 21,
1997 ("the Agresment”), The Agreement provides (in televant part) in Section 18:

18,1 Any controversy or claims arising out of or relsting to {the] Agreement
or any breach hereaf, ghall be settled byzrbmmmmmdwmhthc
Commoetvial Arbirestien Rnles of the American Arbitration Association
(“AAAM). . ..

18.2 The AAA pane! shall award costs, inclnding reasanable attomey’s fees,
to the snccessfill Party at the canclnsion of the hearing. Shonld say pasty
refhice to azbitrate comtroversies or claims a3 required by this Agresment,
or delays the course of srbitration proceediags beyond the timeg set, or
permitted by the AAA panel, then such Party shall pay all costs,
ipcluding reasomable attomey fees, of the gthar Party, incurred with
respect to the entire arbitrazion and or itigation process, evea though
such rafasing or delaying Pasty may ultimately be the successful Perty in
the arbitration and/or htigation.

18,3 The judgment upon the award rendered may be entared in the highest
Coure of the forum capable of rendermg such jodgment, either State or
Federal, having jurisdiction and shall be deemed final and binding oa
both of the Parties.
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COVAD'S TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT CLAIMS*

2. Covad claims that Pacific bas violated its stavutory daty under the
Telecommunicstions Ac and the corresponding FCC regrlations by:

(1) Failing to provide for physical collocation of equipment necessary for
mtércanncction.

(2) Failing 10 negotiate in good faith by it unjustified insiwence on caged
physical collocatien gmd by i#s failure to cooperate ta resolve its alleged
intercomnection space limitations.

(3) Failing to provide collocation and intercoanection on “Juse, reasonable and
nondiscriminatory tatms.”

The panel has fovnd, as set forth in the Interim Opmion With Regpest To Covad’s Claims
For Breach Of The Iiterconnection Agreement, that Pacific failed to provide collocation
and interconneéction an just md ressonable terms. Its actions in that regard, which were
also actions m breach of the are Set out ia paragraphs 8 and 11-16.
(Akthough the panel did find that Pacific failed ta negotiste in gaod fith to resolve new
ot open issues in breach of Section 34 of the parties’ Agreement, it does not find that the
alleged faitures to negouate in good faith regarding caged physical callocatien or to
resolve mrerconnection space limitations violate the Act.)

3. Section 251(t) of the Telecommmunications Act imposes on Pasific duties to

intercannect, to resell at wholesale services that are offereqd at retail, mdtapmndc
nubumdled access on tefmns that are “Just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory” and in
accordance with their azreements. Section 251(c) imposes, among other things, aa
obligation to negotiste m good faith.

q. Pacific contends that the Act does not provide for a privete right of action for
violations of Sections 251 and 252. B asserts thaz “Ttlhe onty way for parties to gvail
themsclves of rights under Section 251 is through the negotiation and avbirestion process
of Section 252; poce mmtetcmecuonagreemmtzscntmd,thepm rights and
dutics are govemed by the agreement, not by the substantive provisions af the AcL
[Pacific’'s Post Arbitration Brief at 3)

* The panel issued a tentative Interim Opinion With Ragpect to Covad’s
Telecormuunications Act Claims on November 24, 1998 and asked for fiurther briefing
from the parties addressing the concingions in the tentative Opinion, The parties
submitted briefs and reply briefs, and Pacific requested oral argument. Argument was
heard on January $, 1999, The panel appreciates the efforts of both parties in addressing
the lssue of whether a privatc right of action exists for violation of Section 251.
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5. Covad'y claim wnder the Telecommmnications Act was 2lso brought in the federsl
district count. The district court stayed the claim pending arbitrasion. The panel is
mindfi] of the diswict court’s comments in ordering the stay. In a footnote, the court
said:
As an alternative ground for dismissing the Section 251 claims, Pacific argues
that federal law daes not provide a private right of action for violations af Section
2512, While the Court has serious doubts regarding the existence of a private
right of action for Section 251 violations, this issue is not addressed a¢ this time
because Pacific’s argument under the arbitration clause is dispositive of the
current motion. [Order dated November 17, 1998, at S]

6. Pacific contends here and contended in the district court that no private right of
action exists vnder the Telecomuimumnications Act where a party alleges that a volunrary
agreement violes the requirements of Section 251. Pacific argued to the district court
that “they [Cavad] could came here under (&) (6) if they had sthirrated. They didnt do
that, aod that’s the only remedy that congress hgs provided.” [See Transcript of
Proceedings, Friday, October 23, 1998 &t 40] However, Covad’s claim, as the panel
understands it, gocs beyond the assertion that Pacific did not negotiate the Agrcément in
good faith. Covad has made clairps under both Sections 251 (b) ad (¢).

7. Three jurisdictional provisions—Segtions 206, 207 and 252 (¢) (6)—have becn
variously argued by the parties. The parties agree that neither Scction 206 por Section
207 independently give risc to 4 calse of action; rather, they create a remedy for the
violstion. of some other provision of the Act. Where the parties differ is whether those
sections create a remedy for violation of the provisions of Section 251, Secrien 206 of
the 1934 Federal Telecommunicarions Act provides:

In case any common carrier shall do, ar cause or permit to be done, say

act, matter or thing in this chapter prohibited or declared to be walawful, or

shall omit o do any act, matter, or thing i this chapter required to be

done, such commeon carrier shall be Heble to the person ¢r persons injured

:Ih:r;by forthe fiall amourt of damages sasaimed in consequence of such

ton. .

Section 207 of the 1934 Telecomminicatians Act provides:
Any person claiming t0 be damaged by any common caxrier subject to the
provisions of this chapret may elthurmlkccomhimwthe Commission
as heremnafter provided for, or may bring cuit far the recavery of the
damages for which such conmmon carrier may be liable uader the
provisions of this chapter, in any district court ofthe United States of
competent jurisdiction, but such person shall not have the right to purtme
both such remedies.

8 Section 252 is titled “Procedures for negotiation, arbitration, and approval of
agreements.” | sets forth ¢ structure for agreements betwean ILECS and carriers
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rcquesting interconnection, services or network clements pursuant to Section 251. The
agreements may be rezched either by negotiation or, if after g certain petiod of time there
are still unresolved issues, by petitioning for arbitration befors the sate commiiasion. The
state commisgion is empowered uuder the act to make “determinations™ of issues snch as
just and zeasonable interconnection and nerwork element charges. Section 252 (¢)
provides for appraval by the state commission of any interconnection agreement adopted
by either negotiation or arbitration. In reviewing a ncgoriated agreement, which may be
entered “without regard to ths requirements of section 251 (b) and (c),” the commission’s
jurisdiction is imited to determining whether the agréement discriminates againsy other
carriers or is inconsistent with the public interest. Fumally, Section 252 (e) (6) provides,
in rejevant pact:

(8) Review of State commission actions

Tn any case in which s Steis commissior makes a determination

under this section, any party agarieved by such determinition may

bring an action in an approprisce Federal district court to deetmine

whether the agreement or statcment maets the requirements of

section 251 of this title and this section.

9, On #1s face, Section 252 (&) (6) has virtually nothing do with the issue at hand:
whether Covad cen bring ag action agamst Pacific far violations of Sections 251 (b) and
(c). Covad and Pacific enzered into a negotiated agreemenr. The state coromission. did
not make any “determinations™ in an arbitration; it did made 2 “determinstion” that the
agreempent as negotiated did not discriminste against other telecomnmmications carriers
and wag pot inconsistent With the public mterest, A7&T Communicatiors of lllinols, Inc.
v [llinois Bell Tel Co., 1998 U.S. Disz. LEXIS 12925*11 (N.D. Il Aagast 17, 1998)
However, Covad does not claim to be agprieved by 8 determination of the state
commissian. It claims that it was mjured by Pacific’s faiture to comply with the duties
ithpoded on it under Section 251. The question is not whether Secdon 252 (e) (6)
provides Covad with a dght of action. Clearly, it dossnot The qnestion is whether the

e authorized by Section (€) (6) is the sole relief offered to parties sseking redress
for alleged violation of Sections 251.

10.  Noaither party has cited casc anthority that is direstly an point, eithet here or in the
district court. Pacific cited Citizens ' Utility Razepayer Boxard v. MeKée, 946 F, Supp. 853
(D. Kan. 1996) in the district court for the propogition that “Section 252 (e) (6), which
was part of the 1996 Act, linnrs this Count’s jurisdiction to adjudicats actions alleging
violations of Section 251 of the Act.” Quoting the Kansas district court’s discussion of
itg lack of juriediction wder Section 252 (e) (6), Pacific concluded that “Thng, under
Section 252 (&) (6), a fiederal courr action glleging violstion of Section 231 is
contemplated only where a party has sought pre-contract erbitzation before » state
regulatory commission and then seeks fudicial review of that decision.” Thatisnota
conclusion that can be reached on the suthority of the Ratepayer case.

I1.  The decision in Ratepayer was grounded in the court’s finding thae the plaintiff
was not an “aggrisved” party under Section 252 (¢) (6). The plaintiff was seeking the
court’s order to imtervene in arbitration proccedings ordered by the Kansas cogmmission to
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resotve disputes between requesting carviers and existing local exchange carriers.
Construing the parameters of jurisdiction that Congress provided in Section 252 (o) (6),
the count determined that an “aggrieved parey™ nmst be cithor the intercommecting service
provider or the local exchange carrier who is affected adversely by 2 determination of the
state comynision in an arbitration pursuent to Section 252 (b). The plamtiff was nsither,
aud thercfore did not have sraading to bring an action in federal couxt under Section 252
(&) (6) to intervene in the asbitration, The court in Ratepayer was determining the limits
of its jurisdiction under Section 252 (e) (6). ¥ did not address the quastion of jurisdiction
under ather sections, and the decision says nothing about the jurisdiction of a federal
court iv. a cgse brought under Sections 206 aud 207 against 2 commmon ¢arrier for
violadons of Section 251,

12.  Pacific farther argued to the district court that by explicitly providing in Section
252 (&) (6) for federal district eourt jurisdiction to review state commission
dsterminations whether an agreement meets the requirements of sectign 2351, the Act
implicitly limits the jurisdiction af the district court to only those actions. [Sec Transcript
of Proceedings, Friday, October 23, 1998 at 42-43] However, that paints with too broad
a brush in this context. Section 252 (e) (6) of the Act addresces the right of an
“aggrisved™ party 10 seek district court review of state commission determinastions. It
does not gddress the right of a party to bring suit against a cozaman canier for violations
of the Act, That right is specifically addressed in Sections 206 and 207 (which do not
provide for any action against or review of determinations of a state commissian, but
only for actions against “common camiers™).

13.  Both partics have cited Jowa Utilities Board v. FCC, 120 F. 3d 753 (§th Cix.
1997), reversed and remanded in 47&T Corp. v Jowa Utilities Board, 1999 U.S, LEXIS
903 (Janunary 25, 1999), either in submissions to the district court or to the panel. The
primary issue in that case was whether the FCC exceeded its jurisdiction m #3 First
Report and Order by prommigating pricing rules regarding local relephons sexrvice, as well
as other rules. Tt was essentially a jurisdictions] debate betwesn state commissions and
the FCC, Much of the parties’ argument is repdered obsolete by the opinion of the
Supreme Court. The Cotrt’s apinion does not sddress tite issue af a private dght of
action. However, the discuseion of the FCC's rul¢making suthornity, grounded in Section
201(b) amending the 1934 Act in 1938, claifiss the relationship barween the 1996 Act
and Sections 206 and 207. The Courr noted that “Congress expressly directed that the
1996 Act, along with its locs}-competition provisions, be inserted inta the
Communications Act of 1934” and accordingly found that the power granted the FCC
under the 1938 amendment extended to iimplemenzation of the provisions of the 1596
Act. 1999 U.S. LEXIS 903, *18. Fellowing the same ressoning, Section 206 and 207
would apply to violations of Section 251.

14.  The cowrt in MC7 Communications Corp v. American Tel & Tel. Co., 462 F.
Supp. 1072, 1086-88 (N.D. IlL 1978), cited by Covad, was examining the question
whether MCT's right of action for alleged antitrust violations was limited to a Proceeding
under Sections 206 and 207. While not on point, the ¢ourt’s rationale is helpful in
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determining whether Covad can claim damages for a breach of Sections 251(b) sad
251(c) under 206 snd 207, The court said:

[Whhen MCI is complaining about an injury it has suffered as a customer

of AT&T by reasor of discriminatory sexrvice, MCT may have 2 remedy

under Section 207, When, on the other kand, MCI is complaining of

mjuries it has sustamed as 2 competitor which has been excluded from its

legitimate share of the mazket, Section 207 provides ao remedy

whatsoever.
The court also noted that Section 207 gives district courts concurrent jurisdiction with the
FCC over Telecommunications Act claims.

15.  Maydak v. Bonded Credit Co., 96 F. 3d 1332, 1334 (9" Cir, 1996), cited by
Covad, is again helpfil only for the court’s discussion, not because it is om point. In
Maydak, & pro se plamtiff brought suit against a collection ageacy for a declaratory
judgment that he was not liable for samomss allegedly owed for calls made to a 1.500
gumber. He asserted that the charges at issue were criginally billed by AT&T m
violation of the tariff that it was required 1o file under the Federal Commumications Act
(47 USC Sections 203 (a) snd (c)), and that therefore his action arose under the Act,
Noting that “privatc actions are generally limited to those explicitly mrthorized by the
Act™ and quoting Section 207, the court gaid:
If Maydak had sned AT&T for a violation of a stated statutory provision, the
district court would clearly have had sabject matter jurisdiction yader Section
207. But, . .Maydek sued only [the collection agency] which is not 2 comtuon
carrier. Accordingly, we hold thar Maydak's qetion did not fall within the express
langaage of Section 207, [Citations omitted]

16.  Pacific relies here on ATET Communications of lllinais, Inc. v Hllinois Bell Tel
Co., 1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 12925 (N.D, Ill August 17, 1958) (“Ameritech”). That case
2gain illustrates the limitations on a federal conrt’s furisdiction under Section 252 (e) 6.
Pacific acknowledges that the case ig not on poinz, but ssserts that the conrt’s reasoning
‘which emphasized that the Act does not require that terms of the [agreement) be
consistent with the standards set forth in section 251" preclndes the wrgnment that
AT&T’s claim could have been brought under another section of the Act. The patties
were AT&T, “not currently a provider of local telophone ces” md Ilimois Bell
Telephone Company (Ameritech), an L EC. AT&T smd Ameritech had entered inta 2
part-arbitrated, part-negotisted agreement. AT&T was before the court secking review of
some of the axbitrated provisions and also of Ameritach’s interpretition of certin
negotigted provisions. AT&T alleged that Ameritech’s isterpretation of the negotinted
provisions was inconsistent with the requirements afthe Act. Ameritech moved to
dismigs the counts related to the negotinted provisions, The district cowmt, reciting the
Section 252 procedures for negotiation, arbirration, review and spproval of agreements,
conoluded that it lacked subject matrer jurisdiction to review the alleged misinterpressrion
of negatiated provisions. The court ressoned that since AT&T was not requesting a
review of the State Cormission’s determination of nondiscrimination and public futerex
with respect to the negotisted provisions—the anly “determination” the Commission was
empowered to make—~AT&T wasnot m “aggricved” person. In efflect, Ameritech is
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twice removed: Covad is not seeking review of 3 negotisted provision of the Agreement,
and in any cvent, tho provisions of the Agreement were, from every indication it the
Agreement, imtended 1o be and are condistent with the standards set forth in Seetion 251,

17.  Goldwasser v. Ameritech Corp., 1998 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1463 (N.D. Il February
3, 1998), also cited by Pacific, has dicta that is the strongest support offered for Pacific’s
position. In Goldwasser the court granted Ameritech’s mation ta dismiss the complaiar -
of 2 local relephane service subscriber asserting that Aruéritech denied its competitors
many of the clements which it was required to make availabie pursuant to the
Telecommunications Act. Claims were brought under Section 2 of the Sherman A¢t and
under Sections 206 and 207 of the Telecommumications Act.

18, Ameritech’s arguments relevant here were that (1) the Goldwasser plaintiffs had
no standing to assext the Telecom Aot claim; and (2) the claim was without merit because
the 1996 Aetr “does not establish free-sranding duties for which consumers can bring
private actions for violations thereaf.” 1998 U.8. Dige. LEXIS 1463°7.

19,  Asto standing, the court noted that plaintiffs aited Section 206 “which seemingly
afford[s] them a right ta sue.” The cout said:
The 1996 Act envisions that the apening of the local telephone markets is
primarily a marer between local carriers, carriers seeking entry iro the local
markets snd the state regulatory commissions. The 1996 Act has established 2
detailed regime of negotiazion, mediation, arbitration, regulatory evalustion and
federal court review—all of which are directed st incumbent local caovriers and
their prospective competitors.
Finding that “{plaintiffs’] claims could severely threaten the delicats balance that
Congress has struck in attempting to ease the transition of the telccommunications
indnstry ito a contpetitive marketplace,” the court held that plaintiffs had “no seanding to
bring claims seeking to require Ameritech to comply with its dutics 10 pruspective
competitors under the 1996 Act,” 1998 U.S, Dist. LEXIS 1463*26-30,

20.  The cour also found that plaintiffs could not sue Ameriteck pursnant ta Sections
206 end 207 for Ameritech’s alleged failure to comply with sections 251 and 252. The
Court seid:

Sections 251 gnd 252 require Ameritech to provide cartam ascess to its ficilites,
but anly when “any requesting telecommunications carzier’ seeks to enter their
local market. These duties exist, therefore, oply within the fiamework of the
negoﬁzﬁan/arbi.tﬂtion process which the Act established to facilitate the creation
of local competition, . . If there are problems with carriers (such as Ameritech)
falling to satisfy these duties 1o their competitors, the Act establishas the sole
remedy: stats PUC arbitration and enforcement proceedings, with review by
federsl courts.

The ¢ourt held that “[s)mce these sections do nor establish duries thay Ameritech awes to
consumers, Plamtiffs cannot cue Ameritech for its alleged breach of these duties,” 1998
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1465*26-30.
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21,  Unlike Ameritech in Goldwasser, Pacific docs unquestionably owe “these dutics™
to Covad, both under Scetion 251 and Section 252.  As the Supreme Court said in the
Iowa Utilities Baard opinion, “It would be aross understatement to say that the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 is not 3 model of clarity. 1t is in many important
respécts 2 madel of ambiguity or mdeed even self-cantradiction.” 1999 U, S, LEX]S 503
*47. Nevertheless, the starutory language establiches “duties” of telocommunicgtions
carriers and “obligations” of local exchange carriers, The Act proclaims its purpose “to
promote competition and reduce regulstion in order to sesura lower prices and higher
quality services for American telecommunications custamers and encourago the rapid
deployment ofnew telecommunications techoologies ” Act, Statement of Purpose. In
that conteat, the pancl is nnwilling to rulc that it was the intention of Congress to limit the
remedics available to the group mast interested in enforcing the rights provided by the
Act: the CLECs attempting to establish thamselves as competitors,

22, Covad claimed and the panel found that Covad has suffered injury ffom Pacific’s
violation of stared statatory provigions under the Act, as set ous above, to interponnect
and to provide collocation on terms that are ‘Just, reasopable and nondiscriminatory, in
accordance the terms and conditiony of the agreement and the requirements of this
section [251] and section 252 of this title,” Covad has stated and proved s cleim under
the Telecommmnjaatians Act and may seek its remedies in federal court pursnant to
Sections 206 and 207, oy, in accordanés with the coun’s stay, in this arbitration. (Covad
claims that Pacific’s conduct also violates Sections 201, 202 and 252 of the Act. Covad’s
evidenice with respect to bad faith negotistions in violation of Sectiog 252 is
unpersasive. The autharities cited by Covad i supporr of its invocation of Sectioms 201
and 202 are not sufficient for the panel to make 2 determimgrion on the sppEeability of
those scctions.) » '

23.  Pacific has asserted that if the panel finda that Covad has 2 cause of action for
vielgtion of Section 251, then Section 25 of the partizs’ Agreement must be interpreted to
prohibit Covad’s clsims for lost profits based on vinlstion of the Telecommunications
Act. In eddition, Pacific azgues that if the panel finds that Section 26 does limir Pacific's
liability for violations of law but that the Emitation is void, then the entire Agrecment ig
void Section 26 of the parties’ Agreement provides:
Except as otherwise provided herein, neither party shall be liable to the other in
comaection with the provision or nse of services offered under this Agreement for
indirect, incidental comsaquential, special damages, inchuding (without hmitation)
damages for lost profits, regardless of the form ofthe action, whether in contract,
indemmiry, warranty, strice liability, ortort.
Covad argues that the Section, 26 lsnguage is not sufficisntly express and wnequivocal to
be interpreted as limiting Pacifie’s Habiltty for violstion of statatory law.

24. Camrmnercia) entities such as Covad and Pacific “are entitled to comtract to Yimit
the lizbiliry of one to the other, or otherwise allocate the risk of doing busmess.™ -
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However, that entitlement has boundaries. California Civil Code Section 1668 provides
some of thase boundarics:

All contracts which have for their object, directly ar mdirectly, to excmpt

anyonc from responsibility for his gwa frand, or willful mjury to the

persot or property of another, or violation of law, whether willful or

negligent, are aguinst the palicy of the law.
Although Section 1668 has not beap interpreted to prohibit all exculpatory clauses, it has
been generally enforced wikh respect to clauses purporting ta contract away liability for
fraudulent, intentional or néghigent violations of statutary law. Gardner v. Downfown
Porsche Audi, 180 Cal App. 3d 713 716 (1986); Delra Airlines v. Dauglas, 238 Cal App.
24 98, 105 (1965). Accardingly, if Section 26 s inrerpreted to litit Paciic’s liability for
v:olatmns of gatatory law, to thar extent the limitation of Habilty is void.

25.  Theissue whether 1 limiration of liability applies usually arises m connecticn with
allocation {or purported allocation) of the risk for negligence. In that context “contractual
clauses secking to limit liability will be strictly construed and any ambiguities resolved
against the party seeking to limit #ts Kability for negligence.” Philippine dirlines, Inc, v.
McDonel! Dougias Corp., 189 Cal. Agp. 3d 234, 237 (1987).

26.  Anglyzing the applicability of Section 26 by analogy to the negligence cases
brought to the panel’s attention by the parties, it is elear that if Pacific inteaded to protect
itself from damages based upou 2 violation of law, & was required to say 50 in 50 many
words, For example, a key factor in the court’s analysis i Philipprines Airlines was the
“express and uncquivacal languape in the agrecment” which precleded liability for
negligence. The clause stated, in relevgnt part:
The wanranty and service life pelicy provided in this article and the obligations
and liabiliries of selley hereunder said warraty and service fife policy are
exclusive and in Lieu of aud buyer waives all other remedies, warranties,
guarantees or babilities, express or implicd, with respect to each aireraft, product
and gyticle delivered hereunder, trising by lsw or otherwise (including, without
limitarion, sxy obligstian or Hability of the saller arising from nogligenco or with
mm to fitness, merchantabiliry, loss of use, revenue or profit or consequentia]
ges)

27.  In contrasg to that express reference to exculpation for negligence, the limmitation
of liability here refers to damages that might rassonably be expected to arisein 3
counercial setting—ic., “in comnection with the provision or use of services offered
under [the] Agreement™- and 10 be soeght wnder customary commercial forms of action:
“eantract, indemnity, warranty, strict Hability or tort.” The inclusion of “tort” in the list
of forms of actions waould probably not be construed ss sufficiently express and
unequivocal, for instance, to cover a claim for negligence, Philippinas Airlines, 189 Cal
App. 3d at 239, and there i5 3 virtually complete absence of express mdunequ.wocal

ﬂntwouldput Covad on notice that not only was it aoatraeeing away its right to
sue Pacific for lost profits resulting from contractual braaches, for also for lost profits
arising from violaticn of stgtotery law.
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28.  The panel concludes that under California law Sectign 26 is net safficiently
specific to establish an agreement to shield Pacific from damages resulting from
violations of law. Thus the limitstion of Hability is not void as against public palicy
expressed in Civil Cade Section 16683, xnd the question whether the entire Agreement is
void under Civil Code Section 1608 does not arise.

CONCLUSION

29.  Because it was uncertain whether or if Covad’s Telecommunications A¢t wenld
be heard by the district court, or if the claim would be heard i the arbitration, what
damages weuld be available, logt profits damages were neither discovered nor presented
in the hearings. In light of the panels’ cpiniom, Pacific is entitled to take discovery
regazding Covad’s alleged lost profits. During February Pacific may serve a document
request on Covad relating to Covad’s lost profits claim Covad shall respond and
produce responsive documents 30 days thereafter, Pacific may propound 15
imterrogatories to Covad within 20 days of receiving Covad's damages documents. If
cither Pacific or Covad determines to uso an expert witness or witnesses with regard to
damages, then the disclasure pfacedores set forth i the panel’s scheduling order shall
apply. A hearing on the subject of damages shall be scheduled during the week of June
14, 1999, The partics are requested to submit to the Faacl by February 26, 1999, an
agreed schedule for discovery and briefing as well as their estimate of rirne tequired for a
hearing. If they are mable to do 30, either party may invoke the process set forth in
paragraph 33 of the pme]’s Interim Opinion With respect to Covad’s Cleims for Brosch
of the Interconnection Agreement.

Duxted: February 2, 1999

-

Lois W. Abraham

Richard Chernick

Francis O. Spaldinp
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23.  The pmael concludes thix mder California law Section 26 i sot mfficicatly
specific to esablish a0 agreement 16 shirld Pacifi; from demags resulting fom
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CONCLUSION

29.  Bogause it was uncertin whether ar if Covad’s Telecoimmmications Act woald
be heard by the district couft, or if the cleim woald be hoard in the arbitration, whae
daomyes would be svailablc, Lot profits damages were asither discoversd sor presmrted
I the hewrings. Ia light aftha pasels’ opian, Pecific is cntitlod 1o take discovay
regarding Covad's allaged los profies. During Februaty Pacific muy serve 8 docament
request ou Cavad reigting o Coved'y log profiys cleim Coved siall respond mad
produce responsive docunnents 30 deys therealler. Pcific may propound 13
imerrogstorie to Cavad Withm 20 dsys of recaivigg Covad’s demmges documents. I
cithey Pucific or Covad detenmines 10 s in cxpWT Witneds of winessss with regard 1o
damages, thes the disclosure procadures s forth in e panal’s schodiling order shall

ipply. A hesring ao the auhjuct of deomges shall be seheduled during the wook of Fune
14 1999, The partics are requentad 10 mbmik to the Pasel by Fobruary 26, 1999, m
agreed schodule for Kscevary ndhnn&;unﬂu&«muf‘mmdﬁu
baaring. lﬂhyﬂmbllbdow edber pasty may Jrvoke the procows set fouh in
paregraph 33 of the panel’s aterox Opinion With respeci to Covad's Claizns for Breach
of the faterconnection Agreemens.

Dated: Felwuary 2, 1999

Laiz W. Abrabam

M

Richad Chernick

Fryaxis Q. Spalding
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28.  The pamel concindes that uader Cylifornia lw Section 26 i nor safficiently
specific to exsblish su sgrecment to sield Facifc from damsges resiving fom
vialations of law. Thus the imitation of Habilizy is wor vnid as againat public policy
expressad g Civil Code Section 1668, mnd the quesnion whether the egtizc Agroement is
void under Civil Code Section 1608 does act arlse.

CONCLUSION

29. Bacmuse it wid moertain whether or if Covad's Telecommmsicstiogs A would
tie heard by the diwice coum, or if the claim would e kastd in the arbitration, whst
Samagss woald be svailsble, loxt profics danmges were nuither disaovared nor peesented
in the barings. Jn Night of the penely’ apinion, Pecific is entitied o uke discovery
reprding Covad'y wliegud lost profits. Dweing February Pasific may cesve » document
oqucst on Covad relseieg to Cavad's Jost profies claim. mmwu
produce rapohisive documenty 30 dgys therenfier. Pucifie may propowtd 15
mmmc-ndw&hmdqut‘nﬁmw s demepes Jocumants. B
tither Pacific ar Covzd datentntes to uac ea expert wityeus of witnosses with regard 1o
dagsspen, then the Sischemyre procaduray sct forth in the panel’s schedufing order shall
spply. A hasriag on the mivect of dmmages Wall be scheduled during the wesk of Jurc
14, 1995 The paztiss &re fequested to mbmit & the Panel Iy Febeuary 26, 1999,
agrend schedule firr discovery and bricfing as well s¢ their astimate of tiwm required for 8
beeriag. [Fthoy are unable v do 50, sither puty may iovoke the process acx forth in,
parpgraph 33 aFthe pancl’s Interim Opiion With respecs to Covad’s Claiws fix Bresch
afthc Intercoumeerion Agrestienr

Dated: Febraaty 2, 1999

Lois W. Abrsbsm

Frncls Q. Spaiding
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Southwestern Bell Plans Major Launch of New
Lightning-Fast Service for Data, Internet Access

Parent Company SBC Announces Largest Deployment of ADSL in
the U.S. and Major Price Drop to Make Service Affordable for
Millions of Customers

San Antonio, Texas, January 12, 1999

Regulatory decisions key to scope of deployment

For up-to-the-minute news, visit http://www.swbell.com/dsl

The wait for affordable, high-speed, high-bandwidth Internet access
may be near an end for millions of consumers and businesses.
Southwestern Bell today announced plans to offer lightning-fast
Internet and data access service in its five-state region beginning this
year and today is filing the necessary tariffs with the Federal
Communications Commission.

The launch of Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) in
Southwestern Bell's five-state region of Texas, Missouri, Oklahoma,
Arkansas and Kansas is part of a broader plan by SBC
Communications, Southwestern Bell's parent company, to undertake

the largest ADSL offering in the United States. By the end of 1999,
i loy ADSL in 526 central offices, which w1
enable it to provide ADSL service to .2 millionTésidential and 1.3

million business customers. In California, Pacific Bell has
announced that it will triple its current ADSL deployment and
significantly lower the price of monthly service, installation and

equipment. Connecticut-based SNET has filed with regulators to
trial the service in that state beginning this month.

The company's long-range plans for offering ADSL service depend
to some extent on forthcoming federal regulations. The speed and
breadth of deployment will be affected by new rules the FCC is
expected to issue in February outlining how regional Bell companies
may offer advanced services such as ADSL. If current regulatory
burdens are eased, the company would be able to accelerate
deployment.

Southwestern Bell plans to offer "always on” ADSL service with
guaranteed connection speed for as low as $39 a month, subject to
FCC approval. In addition, Southwestern Bell Internet Services will
offer Internet access with ADSL service for a combined price of as
low as $49 per month. Equipment and installation will be available
from Southwestern Bell for a one-time charge as low as $198.

By making the service widely available at an affordable price.

Southwestern Bell will make high-speed Internet access a viable
option for millions of households and small businesses who are
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looking for greater bandwidth to make the most of the Internet or to
connect to an enterprise or corporate network from home.

"Southwestern Bell would like to move fast in 1999 to provide a
high-speed data service that our customers have been waiting for.,"
said John Atterbury, president of Southwestern Bell. "We want
Southwestern Bell ADSL service to become the high-speed Internet
access of choice for millions of customers in our tive-state region."

Competition to provide affordable, high-speed communications
services used for Internet access and other computer applications is
heating up. Southwestern Bell believes that demand for ADSL will
soar once service is widely available and affordable. In fact,
DataQuest, a market research company, predicts the number of
ADSL subscribers to expand from 50,000 now to five million
worldwide by 2002.

Southwestern Bell intends to deploy ADSL in 271 central offices
which will enable it to provide high-speed Internet access 10 3.
million residential customers and 440,000 business customers, or
more than 37 percent of its customers. If federal regulators issue
favorable rules for delivering broadband services, Southwestern Bell
could be making ADSL available by the end of this year in the
company's major markets of Austin, Dallas, Houston, Kansas City,
Little Rock, Oklahoma City, Tulsa, San Antonio and St. Louis.

ADSL: A Better Broadband Solution

With the $39 per month ADSL service, customers can
simultaneously use a phone or a fax machine while getting
downstream connection speeds up to 1.5 megabits per second-50
times faster than today's common 28.8 analog modems-and an
upstream connection speed of 128 Kilobits per second. (Downstream
throughput speeds will vary depending on the customer's distance
from the central office and other factors, but the connection speed
will be at a guaranteed minimum of 384 Kbps.)

For customers in need of higher speeds, Southwestern Bell will offer
a package with downstream connection 200 times faster than today's
28.8 Kbps modems with speeds up to 6 Mbps and an upstream
connection speed of 384 Kbps. Downstream connection speeds will
be at a guaranteed minimum of 1.5 Mbps.

In addition to downloading data, graphics, audio and video, ADSL's
speed transforms e-commerce transactions by creating faster
responses for online traders and buyers, faster information
exchanges between business partners and faster online sales.

When compared to cable modems, ADSL ensures greater reliability,
better security and more consistent speeds, experts say, because the
service is delivered via a dedicated line from a central office to the
individual user's home or office. ADSL's "always on," dedicated
connection provides a high degree of security and reliability for
e-commerce, online banking and Internet trading, and enables
customers to immediately surf the Internet or launch applications
without waiting for a dial-up connection to be established. In
addition, Southwestern Bell's ADSL service will run on the
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Southwestern Bell network, one of the most reliable in the world.
And customers who choose Southwestern Bell Internet Services as
their Internet service provider will surf on one of the country's most
sophisticated Internet backbones and benefit from award-winning
service and support.

Regulatory Factor

"Southwestern Bell's objective is to offer ADSL to as many of our
customers as possible, both business and residential," said Atterbury.
"But regulations will play a part in how quickly we can do it."

In December, SBC joined dozens of telecommunications and
computer companies asking the FCC to adopt 10 proposals designed
to accelerate the delivery of new broadband services. The proposals
include concessions for competitive telecommunications carriers
who want to use Southwestern Bell's network to offer their own
broadband services. Southwestern Bell's ADSL service will be
available to competitors and Internet service providers for resale at
the tariffed rate.

The company anticipates that it will make an announcement in
upcoming weeks regarding the timing of ADSL availability. In the
meantime, customers can get more information at
http://www.swhell.com/dsl or call 1-888-SWB-DSL1.

A Leader in Bandwidth

SBC has been a leader in the development of ADSL. Last year, the
company completed joint initiatives with Dell Computer Corp. and
Compaq Computer to promote more convenient access to ADSL.

In California, where Pacific Bell launched ADSL service last
summer, the company is expanding the largest single-state
deployment of ADSL to 255 central offices which will enable it to
provide ADSL service to approximately five million residential
households and 900,000 businesses. Pacific Bell also will offer
ADSL at the same low prices as Southwestern Bell.

In Connecticut, SNET has filed plans with regulators to initiate a
service trial in three cities, and two additional towns to be named
later. The trial is set to begin later this month.

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., Southwestern Bell Internet Services, Pacific
Bell and SNET are companies of SBC Communications Inc. (www.sbc.com) is a
global leader in the telecommunications industry, with more than 36.9 million
access lines and 6.5 million wireless customers across the United States, as well
as investments in telecommunications businesses in 11 countries. Under the
Southwestern Bell, Pacific Bell, SNET. Nevada Bell and Cellular One brands,
SBC, through its subsidiaries, offers a wide range of innovative services. SBC
offers local and long-distance tzlephone service, wireless communications, data
communications, paging, Internet access, and messaging, as well as
telecommunications equipment, and directory advertising and publishing. SBC
has approximately 129,000 employees and its annual revenues rank it in the top
50 among Fortune 500 companies.

3 of4 2/3/99 6:23 P




SWBell News Center - Article hitp://www.swbell.com/News/Article...ery_type=article&query=19990112-0.

| A bout douthwestern Bell I fo Your \rea | Producls & Services |

I News Center | Carcer Opportunilies I Customer Service |
I Search | Feedback ‘ Home |

Copsright ¢ 1999 SBC Communications Ine, and its Southw zsrem Bell
Attiliaes. A Richis Reserved.

4 of 4 2/3/99 6:23 P}




Southwestern Bell
Telephone Company

®

Interconnector’s
Technical Publication

for
Texas
Physical Collocation

Issue 10
September 2, 1998




ISSUE 10

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company September 2, 1998
Interconnector’s Technical Publication for Texas Physical Collocation

4.A SERVICE ORDER PROCESS

4.A.1 Following is an overview of how the interconnector will apply for Physical Collocation:

1.

This SWBT document is intended to be given to prospective interconnectors to provide
them the information outlining the responsibilities of each party in a collocation
agreement. This document, which includes blank application forms, will be available from
the Competitive Provider Account Team (CPAT) General Manager's Group. Upon
request, SWBT will mail a copy to a potential interconnector. Any additional questions
the potential interconnector may have should be referred to its Account Manager.

The interconnector completed form will contain information SWBT requires to design the
space/cage and ensure proper "in-place" equipment and cabling to interface SWBT's
facilities with those of the prospective interconnector. The form also contains information
(e.g., SWBT completion date, occupancy date, cable length, charges, etc.) the
interconnector requires to accomplish physical collocation in SWBT's central offices.

An interconnector interested in collocating in a SWBT central office should complete the
Application Form for Physical Collocation (one form per central office), and provide ail
pertinent information discussed in the following paragraphs, and submit it with a check
for "Engineering Design Charges" (EDC) (one per request) to:

SWBT-ICSC
Attention: Project/Collocation Manager
One Bell Plaza, Room 2800
Dallas, Texas 75202

Engineering Design Charges are found in Texas Tariff Section 2 Sheet 14 Paragraph
7.1. Engineering Design Charges include SWBT subject matter expert time to estimate
the quotation of charges for space availability, cable distances, and work required to
provide the requested Physical Collocation Arrangement. The Engineering Design
Charge, as specified in the SWBT Technical Publication for Physical Collocation,
recovers SWBT costs incurred to estimate the quotation of charges for the Collocator’s
request for the physical collocation arrangement. An initial Engineering Design Charge
will apply to the Collocator’s physical collocation request. In addition, a Non-standard
Engineering Design Charge will apply when a request includes DC power requirements
other than 20,40,50,100 or 200 AMPS or other than integrated ground plane, or when
floor space requirements are greater than four hundred (400) square feet. Requests for
additions to the initial request, such as the addition of Collocator provided equipment that
requires SWBT to engineer and purchase additional equipment will result in a
Subsequent Engineering Design Charge. A major revision to the initial request for
physical collocation that changes floor space requirements, cable entrance facilities
requirements, or changes DC Power Distribution, will be considered a total revision and
result in the reapplication of a initial Engineerin? Design Charge. Rates and charges are
as found in the Texas Physical Collocation Tariff Section 2 Page 14 Paragraph 7.1.

3. The Dallas ICSC will note on the application the date and time received, then assign a case

number to the application.

4. SWBT will design the collocation area where the interconnector will be located within

SWBT's central office. Once the design is completed, SWBT will complete the
"Confirmation for Collocation” form and forward to the interconnector. "Confirmation for
Collocation" will contain information such as where the interconnector will be located and
total charges for collocating in the central office. The written quotation of applicable charges
will be provided to the interconnector within 15 business days following the initial receipt of

Section 4A Page 1
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the EDC, the collocation agreement and completed application forms.
Should the Collocator submit six (6) or more applications within five (5) business days, the

Quotation interval will be increased by ten (10) business days for every five (5) additional
applications. This regulation also applies to any revisions to applications. For example:

1 Number of Multiple
Applications Quotation Interval
ﬁ_ 1-5 15 Business days
6-10 25 business days
11-15 35 business days
16-20 45 business days

if SWBT cannot meet the fifteen (15) day quotation interval stated above because multiple
Collocators submitted multiple applications at the same time, SWBT will inform the
Collocators of this situation within five days of receiving the applications and will establish
new quotation intervals utilizing the above criteria.

SWBT will provided the quotation of the applicable nonrecurring and recurring tariff rates,

and the estimated construction interval no later than as specified in 6.1.1 (D) following after
receipt of the collocator’s application. The collocator has sixty-five (65) business days. After
sixty-five (65) business days a new application and engineering design charge are required.

SWBT will not begin a collocation job until we have a final, complete, and accurate
floor plan from the customer.

Dedicated space is not reserved until the quotation is accepted and a final, complete, and
accurate floor plan of the collocation area acceptable to SWBT is provided by the
Collocator. The following information must be provided.

e Exact location of POT frames> i.e. exact footage from each wall
and the direction the frames face

Front Elevation of all POT frames

Dimensions of POT frames

Location in the cage of the Fiber entrance conduit

Direction the panels face> i.e. front of the panels

Complete labeling of the POT frame when provided by the collocator
Relay Rack number, Shelf number, and VF Pair designation
Location of convenience outlets and overhead light fixtures location of junction for
essential Power circuits

¢ Location of DS1, DS3 and DS0 cable entrances

When the quotation is accepted, unless otherwise mutually agreed to by the Parties in
writing, SWBT will complete construction of all Active Central Office Switchroom Space
requests in three months from the receipt of the collocator's acceptance of the quotation and
provision of the final, complete, and accurate floor plan of the collocation area. Unless
otherwise mutually agreed to by the Parties in writing, SWBT will complete construction of all
Other Central Office Space within six months from receipt of the collocator’s acceptance of
the quotation. If a completion date outside the time period required herein is not agreed to by
the parties, the issue may be presented by either party to the Public Utility Commission of
Texas for determination.

In the event that the Collocator cancels its order after SWBT has begun preparation of the
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Infrastructure Area and Dedicated Space, but before SWBT has been paid the entire
amounts due under this tariff, then in addition to other remedies that SWBT might have,
the Collocator shall be liable in the amount equal to the non-recoverable costs less
estimated net salvage, the total of which is not to exceed the Preparation Charges. Non-
recoverable costs include the non-recoverable cost of equipment and material ordered,
provided or used; the non-recoverable cost of installation and removal, including the costs
of equipment and material ordered, provided or used; labor; transportation and any other
associated costs. SWBT shall provide the Collocator with a detailed invoice showing the
costs it incurred associated with preparation.

A list of all the equipment and facilities that the Collocator will place within its Dedicated
Space must be included on the application for which the Dedicated Space is prepared
including the associated power requirements, floor loading, and heat release of each
piece. The Collocator's equipment and facilities shall be compliant with the standards set
out in Paragraph 10.1 Minimum Standards, following. The Collocator warrants and
represents that the List is complete and accurate, and acknowledges that any
incompleteness or inaccuracy would be a violation of the rules and regulations governing
this tariff. The Collocator shall not place or leave any equipment or facilities within the
Dedicated Space not included on the List without the express written consent of SWBT,
which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld.

The Collocator shall furnish SWBT a written list in the form of an attachment to the original
equipment list for the subsequent placement of equipment in their Dedicated Space.

With respect to any preparation of the Dedicated Space, the Collocator shall pay SWBT
fifty percent (50%) of the estimated nonrecurring Preparation Charges as specified for in
Paragraph 2 Preparation Charges, preceding and fifty (50%)of any Custom Work Charges
at the time that 50% of the work is completed.

The remaining portion of any Custom Work charge is due upon completion. The
remaining portion of the Preparation Charge shall be paid by the Collocator either (1) when
the Dedicated Space is complete and prior to occupancy, or (2) in six (6) equal monthly
instaliments, with a "carrying charge" based on the average prime commercial paper rate
then in effect and applicable to under/overcharges as set forth in SUBST. R. 23.45(g). In
the event the Collocator vacates the Dedicated Space.

Requirements based on requests from Collocators that are beyond what is provided for in

this tariff, will be provided via the ICB process. An example of this is unique power
requirements needed to meet the forecast and/or uniqueness of a Collocator.
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The wait for affordable, high-speed, high-bandwidth Internet access

News Center may be near an end for millions of consumers and businesses.
Home Page Southwestern Bell today announced plans to offer lightning-fast

Internet and data access service in its five-state region beginning this
year and today is filing the necessary tariffs with the Federal
Communications Commission.

The launch of Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) in
Southwestern Bell's five-state region of Texas, Missouri, Oklahoma,
Arkansas and Kansas is part of a broader plan by SBC
Communications, Southwestern Bell's parent company, to undertake
the largest ADSL offering in the United States. By the end of 1999,
SBC intends to deploy ADSL in 526 central offices, which wi
enable it to provide ADSL service to 8.2 millionTesidential and 1.3
million business customers. In California, Pacific Bell has
announced that it will triple its current ADSL deployment and
significantly lower the price of monthly service, installation and
equipment. Connecticut-based SNET has filed with regulators to
trial the service in that state beginning this month.

The company's long-range plans for offering ADSL service depend
to some extent on forthcoming federal regulations. The speed and
breadth of deployment will be affected by new rules the FCC is
expected to issue in February outlining how regional Bell companies
may offer advanced services such as ADSL. If current regulatory
burdens are eased, the company would be able to accelerate
deployment.

Southwestern Bell plans to offer "always on" ADSL service with
guaranteed connection speed for as low as $39 a month, subject to
FCC approval. In addition, Southwestern Bell Internet Services will
offer Internet access with ADSL service for a combined price of as
low as $49 per month. Equipment and installation will be available
from Southwestern Bell for a one-time charge as low as $198.

By making the service widely available at an affordable price,

Southwestern Bell will make high-speed Internet access a viable
option for millions of households and small businesses who are
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looking for greater bandwidth to make the most of the Internet or to
connect to an enterprise or corporate network from home.

"Southwestern Bell would like to move fast in 1999 to provide a
high-speed data service that our customers have been waiting for,"
said John Atterbury, president of Southwestern Bell. "We want
Southwestern Bell ADSL service to become the high-speed Internet
access of choice for millions of customers in our five-state region."

Competition to provide affordable, high-speed communications
services used for Internet access and other computer applications is
heating up. Southwestern Bell believes that demand for ADSL will
soar once service is widely available and affordable. In fact,
DataQuest, a market research company, predicts the number of
ADSL subscribers to expand from 50,000 now to five million
worldwide by 2002.

Southwestern Bell intends to deploy ADSL in 271 central offices
which will enable it to provide high-speed Internet access 10 3.
million residential customers and 440,000 business customers, or
more than 37 percent of its customers. If federal regulators issue
favorable rules for delivering broadband services, Southwestern Bell
could be making ADSL available by the end of this year in the
company's major markets of Austin, Dallas, Houston, Kansas City,
Little Rock, Oklahoma City, Tulsa, San Antonio and St. Louis.

ADSL: A Better Broadband Solution

With the $39 per month ADSL service, customers can
simultaneously use a phone or a fax machine while getting
downstream connection speeds up to 1.5 megabits per second-50
times faster than today's common 28.8 analog modems-and an
upstream connection speed of 128 Kilobits per second. (Downstream
throughput speeds will vary depending on the customer's distance
from the central office and other factors, but the connection speed
will be at a guaranteed minimum of 384 Kbps.)

For customers in need of higher speeds, Southwestern Bell will offer
a package with downstream connection 200 times faster than today's
28.8 Kbps modems with speeds up to 6 Mbps and an upstream
connection speed of 384 Kbps. Downstream connection speeds will
be at a guaranteed minimum of 1.5 Mbps.

In addition to downloading data, graphics, audio and video, ADSL's
speed transforms e-commerce transactions by creating faster
responses for online traders and buyers, faster information
exchanges between business partners and faster online sales.

When compared to cable modems, ADSL ensures greater reliability,
better security and more consistent speeds, experts say, because the
service is delivered via a dedicated line from a central office to the
individual user's home or office. ADSL's "always on," dedicated
connection provides a high degree of security and reliability for
e-commerce, online banking and Internet trading, and enables
customers to immediately surf the Internet or launch applications
without waiting for a dial-up connection to be established. In
addition, Southwestern Bell's ADSL service will run on the
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Southwestern Bell network, one of the most reliable in the world.
And customers who choose Southwestern Bell Internet Services as
their Internet service provider will surf on one of the country's most
sophisticated Internet backbones and benefit from award-winning
service and support.

Regulatory Factor

"Southwestern Bell's objective is to offer ADSL to as many of our
customers as possible, both business and residential," said Atterbury.
"But regulations will play a part in how quickly we can do it."

In December, SBC joined dozens of telecommunications and
computer companies asking the FCC to adopt 10 proposals designed
to accelerate the delivery of new broadband services. The proposals
include concessions for competitive telecommunications carriers
who want to use Southwestern Bell's network to offer their own
broadband services. Southwestern Bell's ADSL service will be
available to competitors and Internet service providers for resale at
the tariffed rate.

The company anticipates that it will make an announcement in
upcoming weeks regarding the timing of ADSL availability. In the
meantime, customers can get more information at
http://www.swbell.com/ds] or call 1-888-SWB-DSL1.

A Leader in Bandwidth

SBC has been a leader in the development of ADSL. Last year, the
company completed joint initiatives with Dell Computer Corp. and
Compaq Computer to promote more convenient access to ADSL.

In California, where Pacific Bell launched ADSL service last
summer, the company is expanding the largest single-state
deployment of ADSL to 255 central offices which will enable it to
provide ADSL service to approximately five million residential
households and 900,000 businesses. Pacific Bell also will offer
ADSL at the same low prices as Southwestern Bell.

In Connecticut, SNET has filed plans with regulators to initiate a
service trial in three cities, and two additional towns to be named
later. The trial is set to begin later this month.

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co., Southwestern Bell Internet Services, Pacific
Bell and SNET are companies of SBC Communications Inc. (www.sbc.com) is a
global leader in the telecommunications industry, with more than 36.9 million
access lines and 6.5 million wireless customers across the United States, as well
as investments in telecommunications businesses in 11 countries. Under the
Southwestern Bell, Paijﬁc Bell, SNET, Nevada Bell and Cellular One brands,
SBC, through its subsidiaries, offers a wide range of innovative services. SBC
offers local and long-distance telephone service, wireless communications, data
communications, paging, Internet access, and messaging, as well as
telecommunications equipment, and directory advertising and publishing. SBC
has approximately 129,000 employees and its annual revenues rank it in the top
50 among Fortune 500 companies.
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COMMITTEE T1 - TELECOMMUNICATIONS
Working Group T1E1.4 (DSL Access)
Orlando, Florida; February 1-5, 1999

CONTRIBUTION
TITLE: Binder Group Segregation is not Feasible
SOURCE: Bell Atlantic
PROJECT: T1E1.4, Spectral Compatibility
Abstract

This contribution argues that binder group segregation is neither practical nor feasible for mass market technologies
and should neither be required nor recommended in order to demonstrate spectral compatibility using the analytical
method (Method B) to be defined in the spectrum management standard currently under development in T1E1.4.

Introduction

Services and transmission system technologies must coexist, and be compatible with, other services and
transmission technologies that operate in the local loop environment. In order to achieve spectral compatibility,
energy that transfers into a loop pair, from services and transmission system technologies on other pairs in the same
cable, must not cause an unacceptable degradation of performance. In addition, energy in a particular loop pair
must not transfer into other pairs in a manner that causes an unacceptable degradation in the performance of
services and technologies on those pairs. '

Electromagnetic energy that couples into a metallic cable pair from services and technologies on other pairs in the
same cable is called crosstalk. The amount of crosstalk depends upon the exposure or proximity of metallic pairs.
The greater the exposure, the greater the total crosstalk power.

Binder group segregation is a spectrum management tool that attempts to control crosstalk by increasing the
physical distance between different types of technologies in a loop cable. Since it is impossible to predict the exact
amount of exposure between any two pairs in a loop cable, this contribution argues that binder group segregation for
mass market technologies should neither be required nor recommended in order to demonstrate spectral
compatibility using the analytical method (Method B) soon to be defined in the spectrum management standard.

CONTACT: Trone Bishop, email: trone.t.bishop.jr @ bellatlantic.com, Tel: 301-236-3754.
Greg Sherrill, email: gregory.k.sherrill@bellatlantic.com, Tel. 301-230-6412.

NOTICE
This contribution has been prepared to assist Standards Committee T1-Telecommunications. This document is offered to Working
Group T1E1.4 as a basis for discussion and is not a bindirg proposal on Bell Atlantic. The proposed requirements are subject to
change in form and numerical value after more study. Bell Aantic specifically reserves the right to add to, amenrd, or withdraw the
statements contained herein.
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Binder Groups and Pair Units

A binder group is a pair unit or a multiunit that has been assembled together and bound with colored binder tape for
identification. A pair unit may consist of 12, 13, or 25 pairs. A multiunit consists of subunits that have been
assembled together into a collection of 50 or 100 pairs. For example, a 50 pair multiunit can consist of two 12 pair
subunits and two 13 pair subunits and a 100 pair muitiunit can consist of four 25 pair subunits. So, the most
common binder group sizes are 12, 13, 25, 50, or 100 pairs.

Crosstalk Coupling Loss

The amount of loss between any two pairs in a cable is calted the crosstalk coupling loss. It is generally believed
that, in any section of cable, the crosstalk coupling loss between pairs in the same binder group is less than the
crosstalk coupling loss between pairs in adjacent binder groups. It is also believed that the crosstalk coupling loss
between pairs in adjacent binder groups is less than the crosstalk coupling between pairs in non-adjacent binder
groups. These assumptions are based on the fact that the crosstalk coupling loss, at any particular frequency,
decreases as exposure increases. Exposure is a measure of the proximity of metallic pairs at various points along a
cable run and the length over which pairs are in close proximity.

In early spectral compatibility work involving metallic interoffice facilities, the terms “same binder group”, "adjacent
binder group”, and “non-adjacent binder group” had some basis in reality and were used to describe the actual
degree of physical proximity and the expected crosstalk coupling performance. Loop facilities are much different
than interoffice facilities however because they do not generally have binder group integrity. That is, the continuity of
binder groups and the relationship of binder groups is not maintained in most loop cables.

Non-Adjacent Binder Groups

The loop plant generally consists of large feeder cables near the Central Office (CO) with successive cables
becoming smaller and smaller the farther you get from the CO. The smallest cable used for a loop is usually the
cable going to the terminal that serves the customer location. Although metallic cables are manufactured with pairs
twisted together into pair units or binder groups, no attempt is made to maintain the relationship of one binder group
to another binder group when loop cables are spliced together. This means that in the loop environment the terms
“adjacent binder group" and “non-adjacent binder group” can rarely be used with confidence.

Binder groups that were non-adjacent in one cable section may become adjacent in the next cable section after
passing a splice point. This often occurs in loop plant when some of the pairs of a large cable are spliced into a
smaller cable that has fewer “non-adjacent” binder groups. Table A shows that the percentage of pairs that can be
considered to be in non-adjacent binder groups decreases as the cable gets smaller. This means that while we may
begin at the CO in non-adjacent binder groups, the likelihood of loop pairs remaining in non-adjacent binder groups
decreases as the cable size gets smaller.

Assume that 300 pairs of a 900 pair cable consist of three 100-pair binder groups (call these binder groups A, B, and
C) and that binder group A is adjacent to binder group B and non-adjacent to binder group C (see Figure 1). If these
pairs are spliced into a 300-pair cable (see figure 2), the three 100-pair binder groups will be spliced into six 50-pair
binder groups. There is no way to join these cables so that all of the pairs that were in non-adjacent binder groups in
the 900-pair cable will remain in non-adjacent binder groups in the 300-pair cable. (Most methods of splicing these
cables together will result in no pairs in non-adjacent binder groups but by carefu! binder group selection, as
illustrated in Figure 3, 50 pairs could end up in non-adjacent binder groups.) Normally a technician would not have
made such an effort to select binder groups in this fashion since this is not a requirement for POTS loops. In
addition, no record is kept of how the dissimilar cables were spliced together so the fact that 50 pairs did or did not
maintain their non-adjacent relationship would not be known. Under these circumstances, the only prudent thing, in
this example, would be to assume that none of the pairs in the 300-pair cable were in non-adjacent binder groups.

Since the loop plant was designed to support voicegrade services, there was no requirement to maintain the
relationship of binder groups when loop cables were spliced together. So in the loop environment, it is very rare to
find two binder groups, that serve the same customer location, that would truly qualify as being “non-adjacent’ and,
if you actually had non-adjacent binder groups, you may not know it because there is no record of it.

Adjacent Binder Groups

When the loop plant was built, no attempt was made to maintain the relationship of pairs in a particular binder group
to other pairs in the same binder group. Thus, in the real-world loop environment the terms “same binder group”
and “adjacent binder group” cannot be used with confidence. Pairs that are in adjacent binder groups in one cable
section may end up in the same binder group in the next cable section after passing a splice point. Likewise, pairs
that are in the same binder group may end up in different binder groups after a splice. This often happens in the
loop plant when pairs in a large binder group in one cable are spliced into smaller binder groups of another cable.
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For example, assume that a pair begins in a 12 pair subunit of a 50-pair cable at the customer's serving cable
terminal. It is considered to be adjacent to three other subunits (like the 50-pair multiunit shown in Figure 2). When
this 50-pair cable is spliced into a 100-pair cable, the 12 pair subunit and another 13 pair subunit will be combined
and spliced into a 25 pair subunit (like the 100-pair multiunit in Figure 1). Thus, the adjacent binder groups have
become the same binder group. When the 100-pair cable is subsequently spliced into a 300-pair cable, that 25-pair
unit and another-25-pair unit will be combined and spliced into a 50 pair multiunit. Again, two binder groups have
become one binder group. When the 300-pair cable is subsequently spliced into a 900-pair cable, the 50-pair
multiunit and another 50-pair multiunit will be combined and spliced into a 100 pair multiunit. So, several pairs that
started out in separate binder groups have ended up in the same binder group.

Another problem that impacts binder group integrity, is that over the years no attempt has been made to maintain the
relationship of pairs in the same binder group during maintenance activities since the primary objective is continuity
not high frequency crosstalk coupling. So again, pairs that started out in different binder groups may end up in the
same binder group after maintenance activity.

Since no record has been kept of exactly how every splice or repair was accomplished, the relationship between the
pairs inside of a loop cable cannot be discerned from cable records.

Since the loop plant was designed to support voicegrade services, there was no requirement to maintain the
relationship of binder groups when loop cables were spliced together. So in the loop environment, it is very rare to
find two binder groups serving a customer location that would truly qualify as being “adjacent’ and, if you actually
had adjacent binder groups, you would not know it because there is no record of it.

Loop Assignment Systems

Existing loop assignment systems can identify the cables and pairs that appear in the cable terminal serving a
particular customer location. These systems can automatically assign a spare pair (if one exists) for a most
services, but they cannot segregate services by binder groups. Loop assignment systems would require costly
modifications in order to provide the capability to identify the binder groups that appear in the cable terminal serving
a particular customer location, identify the permissible technologies, and automatically assign a spare pair. Even if
such system modifications were made however, the lack of binder group integrity makes binder group segregation
on a large scale impractical.

Even if support systems could assign by binder group type, which they cannot, how would such information be
determined? As mentioned earlier, no record is kept on how cables are spliced together. The information does not
exist.

Spectrum Management Loop Assignment Guidelines

Binder group segregation in the form of loop assignment guidelines are sometimes used in an attempt to manage
the proximity of incompatible technologies. Incompatible technologies are assigned to pairs that the carrier believes
are in different binder groups. Since cable records and loop assignment systems cannot determine the amount of
exposure between any two pairs in a cable when new services are assigned a loop pair, loop assignment guidelines
are often limited to mitigating interference problems after they are discovered. In these maintenance situations, it is
assumed that, where interference exists, there must be a good deal of exposure. Decreasing the amount of
exposure can be an effective spectrum management tool however the effectiveness is limited by the lack of binder
group integrity and the fact that the likelihood of having adjacent or non-adjacent binder groups available at the
customer's serving cable terminal is quite small.

Conclusion
Binder group segregation can be an effective spectrum management tool for a carrier in certain limited situations. It
is up to each carrier to determine the situations where it would be practical.

Since it is impossible to predict the exact amount of exposure between any two pairs in a loop cable, binder group
segregation is not feasible for mass market technologies and should neither be required nor recommended in order
to demonstrate spectral compatibility using the analytical method (Method B) soon to be defined in the spectrum
management standard.

The only reasonable and practical way to conduct crosstalk margin evaluations is to use statistical exposure models
that simulate real-life conditions (i.e., pairs that are in the same binder group). If different technologies are
compatible when evaluated using same binder group crosstalk coupling factors, then the technologies will be
compatible when they are in different binder groups.




Table A: Percent of Non-Adjacent Binder
Groups for Various Cable Sizes

No. of Pairs in No. of Binder Percent of Non-
Cable Groups adjacent BGs
50 4 0
100 4 0
150 5/1 33
200 6/1 37.5
300 5/1 33
400 6/1 37.5
600 9/3 50
900 7/2 44
1200 9/3 50
1500 9/6/1 60
1800 12/5/1 78
2400 13/8/3 75

T1E1.4/99-018
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Figure 1 - 900 pair cable Figure 2 - 300 pair cable
(nine 100-pair multiunits) (six 50-pair multiunits)

Binder Group Rehatiowships
O = same binder group
O = adjacent binder groups

0 = norradjacent binder goups

binder

50 pair multiunit

Figure 3- Splicing 100 pair
units to 50 pair units

cable have become adjacent
pairs in the smaller cable.

: These 50 pairs that were non-
adjacent pairs in the larger
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CONTRIBUTION
TITLE: Binder Group Fill
SOURCE: Bellcore and Ameritech
PROJECT: T1E1.4, Spectrum Management
ABSTRACT

It is proposed for the Spectrum Management standard to include the following principles:

1. Spectrum management of systems should be based on the expected six-year 99% worst-case
statistical probability of binder fill.

2. System performance tests in the presence of crosstalk should be based on the expected six-
year 99% worst-case statistical probability of binder fill with BER < 10 7 and margin of at
least 6 dB.

It is recognized that binder group segregation can substantially improve ADSL performance. However,
for the reasons stated at the end of section 2 of this contribution, binder group segregation (except for T1-
carrier) may not be feasible in some service areas. The Spectrum Management standard should not
require binder group segregation for ADSL, but it could address it as an option.

NOTICE

This contribution has been prepared to assist Accredited Standards Committee T1-Telecommunications. This
document is offered to the Committee as a basis for discussion and is not a binding proposal on Bell
Communications Research, Inc. (Belicore), Ameritech or any other company. The requirements are subject to
change in form and numerical value after more study. Bellcore and Ameritech specifically reserve the right to add
to, amend, or withdraw the statements contained herein.

CONTACT: Tom Starr, email: tom.starr@ameritech.com, Tel: 847-248-5467
Craig Valenti, email: cvalenti @notes.cc.bellcore.com, Tel. 973- 829-4203
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1. Introduction

A cable pair is two conductors (tip and ring) which are twisted together in order to improve the pair
balance and thus decrease the crosstalk coupling. To improve the pair balance further, cable pairs are
twisted together into a group called a binder. Theoretically, any two pairs inside a binder maintain their
relative position as an observer moves down the cable.

Generally, outside plant cables are terminated in the cable vault of a CO. From here CO cabling is
spliced to the outside plant pairs and run to the main frame. Outside plant cables can have binder groups
of as much as 100 pairs, while CO cabling is frequently 25 pairs. Binder group identity is not always
unambiguously traceable back to the main frame. Cable plant records identify pair number, but not the
binder group.

General information about cable codes and binder group structure is given in the Appendix of this
contribution.

2. Guiding Principles

e The Spectrum Management Standard should assure reliable service for all customers.
The number and types of services and crosstalk disturbers will vary greatly across the population
of binder groups. This will be a very broad statistical distribution that will vary over the span of
several years.

e The 50 pair binder group should form the basis for the crosstalk model of the Spectrum Management
Standard.
Binder groups come in several sizes and it is not unusual for large cables leaving a Central Office
to have binder groups of 100 pairs, 50 pairs or 25 pairs. The 50 pair binder group has been
normally used for crosstalk studies because it provides a reasonable model.

e Spectrum Management should be based on expected six-year 99% worst-case statistical probabilities
for binder fills of different and perhaps mixed DSL types. We do not mean that 99% of the cable
pairs are occupied by disturbers, but rather that the number of disturbers for this case represents the
fill in at least 1% of all binder groups nation-wide. This worst-case fill should refer to the point in
time when the statistical population has reached its maximum deployment over the six-year period
following publication of the Spectrum Management standard. A Spectrum Management standard
based on 50% expected statistical probability binder fills would be unwise since potentially one-half
of all DSL systems could then be at risk of poor operation.

¢ Binder group segregation can substantially improve ADSL performance. However, for the reasons
stated below, binder group segregation with the exception of Tl-carrier, which has extraordinary
overlap in transmitted bandwidth and power with DSL systems, may not be feasible in some service
areas:
1. It will be costly and take many years to modify existing loop assignment systems for
use in tracking binder group assignment and fill.
2. There is considerable cost that results from stranded pairs in special-use binder
groups.
3. There is still the potential for crosstalk within the main frame and riser cable in the
CO and within the end customer’s wiring.

v
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4. Some subscribers will not be able to obtain some services because of binder group
exhaustion.
5. A subscriber will not be able to obtain multiple services if there is only a single
binder group that runs past his drop.
6. As more and more new services are introduced, binder groups will be quickly
exhausted.
The Spectrum Management standard should not require binder group segregation for ADSL, but it
could address it as an option.

3. Numbers of Disturbers for 99% Worst Case Binder Fill

In order to evaluate new DSL systems in the presence of crosstalk, it is necessary that the Spectrum
Management Standard give guidance regarding the type and number of disturbers in a expected six-year
99% worst-case statistical probability of binder fill.

3.1 Single Disturber Type Models

The number of disturbers proposed are based on our expectation of the 99% six-year worst case binder
fills:

ISDN: 24 (from T1.413)'

HDSL: 24 (from T1.413)

HDSL2: 39 (from HDSL2 draft standard)’

ADSL (non-overlap): 39

DDS: 8

T1 (adjacent binder): 24 (from HDSL?2 draft standard)

3.2 Mixed Disturber Types

Models for mixed disturber types require further study.

4. Performance Objectives

McDonald has discussed performance margin issues in a prior contribution’. The question of how much
margin is difficult to answer and depends on the uncertainty of various impairments. The margin
requirement of 6 dB used for Basic Rate Access DSLs may seem excessive in the present understanding
of the technology and the capabilities of digital LSI chips. However, as digital technology has lessened
the uncertainty concerning transceiver impairments, the increasing frequency band of system operation
has unfortunately led to other uncertainties. For example, the difference in 500 kHz attenuation of 26-
AWG PIC cable at 120°F and 70°F is 4 dB for a 12kft loop. In addition, other factors such as the many
splice points in a typical loop and the effects of service-drop, subscriber inside wire and CO wiring
cannot be given short shrift.

It is recommended that the Spectrum Compatibility Standard include the provision by which DSL system
performance tests in the presence of crosstalk should be based on the expected six-year 99% worst-case
statistical probability of binder fills with BER < 10 -7 and margin of at least 6 dB. These performance
objectives have long been associated with DSL standards beginning with ISDN basic access and are also
currently present in the ADSL standard T1.413.




T1E1.4/98-021

Appendix: Cable and Binder Group Background
The following information is taken from Bell System practices®.

Exchange Area Cable Coding Plan:

Staodard cables are coded with a 4-letter prefix to simplify thelr
designation in ordering, asaufacturing, and on records.

B E T A~(100) -8 T
Outer Protection
Pair Size

Sheath Designation

Gauge ant Metal of Cooductor Example:

Second des{go polyethylene
ingulated 28-gauge copper
conductor with ALPETH
sheath and buried tape

~— Cable Design armor.

-~ Type of Conductor Insulatioa

1ST LETTER: CABLE DESIGN IRD LETTER: GAUGE AND METAL OF
A = FIC Waterproof, Pulp Air Core or PIC Riser QONDUCTOR
B = PIC Air Coce
C = Pulp WUF, Pacudo-WP, or High Potential Naterproof 10 B
D » PIC - Stemmpath or Ductpic or MAXPAC b ] A
24 M
K = Screeaed Core s R
L = Low Capacitance 28 T
M = Low Capacitance Screened Core
Note: All except L and M are B3 nf/mile cepacitance
2ND LETTER: COMDUCTOR INSULATION 4TH LETTER: SHEATH
B - PE-PYC (Polyethyleve/Polyviny) Chloride) DESIGNATION
C = Pual Expanded Polyolefin ALPETB

D « Pulp and TUFRULP Cable

A

€ - STALPETH

£ - POLYJACXETED LEAD
F = Dual Expanded Polyolefin-Core With FLEXGEL® Filling Compouad {ﬂi - PAP

L -

A

PASP (Booded or Nonbonded)
LEAD
« ALVYIN

G = Solid Polyolefiz — Core Filled with FLEMFL® Pilling Compound
B & K = Solid Polyolefis — Air Core

N - Bonded STEAMPETH
J - Solid Polyoletin - Petrolews Jolly-Filled Core P - Reinforced Self.Support
L = Dusl Expended Polyolefin — Petroleum Jelly-Filled Core :'; : f;{,:;wf‘
R = XPE.PYC (Expanded PolyethylenefPolyvinyl Chiloride) Y « STEAMPETH
Notes: ¥ = ASP
1. Polyolefin material iz penerally a high-deosity polyethylene except Y = Bonded ASF (1)
1 my de polypropylene. H and K, whea used with o PIC STEAMPETH, are Z = Bonded STALPETH
stabilized polypropylene, v (1} - Not currently
* Tradewark of Mestern Electric. . manufactured.
OUTER PROTECTION CODES:
AT = Aarial Tape Armor LA « Light Wire Armor
BT = Buried Tape Arwor 2A = Submarice, Single Arwor
M = Nechanicsl Protection b4 = Submarine, Double Arsor

M » Unsoldered Mechaniczl Protection




Binder Groups:

PIC Color Code
The 25 pairs of a binder group are identified as Follows:
Ring : .
Colar Cable Pair Number
Tip Blse | Orange | Green | Brown | Slate
Color ' BL) | (0} (G) (BR) (S
White (W) 1 2 3 $ |- 5
Red (R) é 7 8 9 10
Black (BK) 11 12 £3 14 i5
Yellow (Y) 16 17 18 19 20
‘Vialet (V) 2t 22 23 24 25

In 2 cable of more than 25 pairs, the binder groups are ideatified by the
same code, using a pair of colored plastic tapes as binders.

Twelve 50-pair multiunits form a 600-pair cable. Each muitiunit has two
25-pair binder groups with a white plastic-tape binder over z2ll. In a
900-pair cable, the first 600 pairs are identical 10 a §600-pair cable. The fast
300 pairs are like the first 300 pairs of a 600-pair cable, except that the
multiunit binders are red.

PULP CABLE BINDER GROUP SIZES BSP 626-100-00S, -006

CDA auc{ KDA (22-gauge) cables bave 50-pair binder groups. ADB
(19-gauge, rated Nonstandard-Limited Availability) bas 25-pair
binder groups.

Io CD-type Multi-Unit Pulp (MUP) cables, cach 50-pair binder group or
multinait is further divided irto two 12-pair and twe 13-pair primary
units; each 100-pair multiunit is divided into four 25-pair primary units.

'T1.413

* HDSL?2 Draft Standard
3R. A. McDonald, “"Performance Margin Issues in DSLs”, T1E1.4/95-133.
+ See BSP 626-020-011, BSP 626-020-020, BSP 626-225-107, BSP 626-759-020 and BSP 626-101-005.

T1E1.4/98-021
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FEB. 3.19399 1:42PM covAaDp comM CO NO.783

Rebhecca Villalobos
From: JUSTICE, DORIS J (SWBT) [dj8802@txmail.sbe.com]
Sent: Tuesday. February 02, 1989 3:48 PM
To: Rebecca Villalobos
Subject: SWB Quote Intarvals
Swg Quala
lntarale dsn

Februaxry 2, 18%%

Rebecca Villalobos -via electronie nmail-
COVAD Communications

Dear Rebecca:

Enclosed are the SWBT collocation guote intervals for the applications
recelved on 1/27/99..

<<SWB Qubte intervalg.decess

Additionally, SWBT received applications for the following locations that
do not belong to SWBT:

AUSTYRCF = TIME WARNER LOCATION PER THE BELLCORE LERG
AUSTTXLA = CUSTOMER LOCATION

Dorls Justice
Soutlhiwestern Bell
Account Manager-LPAT
214-464-4778 voice
214-745-4843 fax
djsso2etxmail.abe.com

pP.2/6
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1:42PM COvAD COMM CO

FEB. 3.1999

ACNA cLu PHYSICAL CLLI TARIFFACB  TXTARIFF  BAN LPAT Manager
QUOTE QUOTE DATE
INTERVAL
COVAD 115 T19/89 710 002-8182 HERRERA
COVAD 115 7i9/99 510 002-1301 SIFUENTES
COVAD 115 7/9/89 610 002-3190 REDD
COVAD 115 7/9/99 710 002-8183 HUDSON-JONES
COVAD 115 7i9/99 510 002-1302 TFREEMAN
COVAD 126 7/23/99 610 002-3191 HERRERA
COVAD 125 7/23/99 710 002-8184 SIFUENTES
COVAD 125 7/23/99 510 002-1303 REDD -
COVAD 125 7/23/99 610 0023192 HUDSON-JONES
COVAD 125 7/23/99 710 002-8185 FREEMAN
COVAD 135 8/6/99 510 002-1304 HERRERA
COVAD 135 8/6/99 610 002-3193 SIFUENTES
COVAD 135 8/6/99 710 002-8186 REDD
COVAD 138 BI6/99 510 002-1305 HUDSON-JONES
COVAD 135 8/6/98 610 002-3194 FREEMAN
COVAD 145 8/20/99 710 002-8187 HERRERA
COVAD 145 8/20/99 610 002-3195 SIFUENTES
CQVAD 145 8120799 710 002-8188 REDD
COVAD 145 8/20199 510 002-1306 HUDSON-JONES
COVAD 145 8/20/99 610 002-3196 FREEMAN
COVAD 155 9/3/99 710 002-8189 HERRERA
CCVAD 155 913/99 510 002-1307 SIFUENTES
COVAD 155 9/3/99 610 002-3197 REDD
COVAD 155 9/3/99 710 002-8190 HUDSON-JONES

Telephone

214-745-4836
214-464-3770
214-464-3841
214-745-4832
214-745-4827
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1:43PM covap comM Co
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COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
CQVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD

COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD

ove
ovCe
ove
ove
ove
ove
ove
Qve
ove
OVC e
ove
OVC SNy
oVC MU

OVC SRS

OvC Sl
ovC
oveC
ovC Jeee e
OVC siREMER

ovc Tnmmuas

ovC
OVC sl
ovc

ove

ovc g
ovc N

OovGC

J

155
165
165
165
165
165
175
175
175
175
175
185
185
185
185
185
195
195
195
195
185

205
205
205
200
205
215

9/3/99 510 002-1308
9/20/99 610 002-3198
9/20/99 710 002-8191
9r20/99 510 002-1309
912092 610 002-3199
9/20/99 610 002-3200
10/4/9% 710 002-8192
10/4/99 510 002-1310
10/4189 610 002-3201
10/4199 710 002-8193
1014199 510 002-1311

10/18/99 610 002-3202
10/18/99 710 002-8194
10/18/99 510 002-1312
10/18/99 610 $02-3203
10718798 710 002-8195
11M199 510 002-1313
111199 510 002-1314
1171/39 510 002-1315
11/1/99 610 002-3204
1141799 710 ¢02-8196

11/15/99 510 002-1316
11/15/99 610 002-3205
11/15/99 710 002-8197
11/15/99 510 002-1317
11/15/99 610 002-3206

12/1/98 710 002-8198

FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD -
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN

HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-~JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA




P.5/6

NO.783

1:43PM COVAD COoMM CO

'FEB. 3.1999

COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
GOVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
GAVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD
COVAD

address
OVC e
Vel -

OVC A
OVvC

OVC AN

oV

ovc M
OVCANIINGS

OVC SR

ovC

ovc AN
ovC
OVvC

ovciiiiinsiia
ovc===%===!

215
218
215
215
225

225
2256
225
235
235
235
235
235
245
245
245
245
245
265
255
255
255
255
265
265
265

121189 510 002-1318
121188 610 002-3207
121199 510 002-1319
1211199 610 002-3208
12/15/99 510 002-1320
12{15/99 610 002-3209
12415/99 510 002-1321
12/15/89 610 002-3210
1241599 510 002-1322
12/30/89 610 002-3211
12i30/93 510 002-1323
12{30/99 610 002-3212
1213099 510 002-1324
12/30/39 610 002-3213
1/14/00 510 002-1325
1/14/00 610 002-3214
1/14/00 510 602-1326
114400 610 002-3215
1/14/00 510 002-1327
1428100 610 002-3216
1/28/00 510 002-1328
1128/00 610 002-3217
1/28100 510 002-1329
1/28/00 610 002-3218
2/11/00 610 002-3219
2/11/00 610 002-3220
2111100 610 002-3221

SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON-JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD
HUDSON~JONES
FREEMAN
HERRERA
SIFUENTES
REDD




